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A B S T R A C T
Journal rankings are contentious, proliferating and bring about a signiﬁcant change to research
productivity and quality assessment. In this paper, we assess the quality and impact of International
Business (IB) journals in relation to each other and management and business journals more broadly. In
so doing, we overcome methodological limitations of previous journal rankings by adopting a novel
approach that incorporates a worldwide meta-ranking. Its key advantage is the ability to look at the
standing of journals both within and between subject-areas. Comparisons between subject areas are
important because centralization of resource allocation decisions within institutions has ramiﬁcations
for disciplines and staff involved. Results indicate that within the IB domain, JIBS continues to top the list,
JWB has solidiﬁed its position and joined the upper tier of IB journals, the space below JIBS and JWB is
increasingly contested, pointing to the emergence of a multi-tier set of ‘‘core’’ IB journals. In the wider
competitive landscape of management and business journals, IB journals perform well in the upper tier,
but there is a long tail of IB journals at the lower end of our meta-ranking.
 2016 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Inc. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND
license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).1. Introduction and objectives
Globalization challenges, marketization and massiﬁcation of
higher education, together with advancements of information
technology are key external forces that are shaping the realities
and the future of a thousand year old industry (De Zilwa, 2010).
Universities and business schools face increased accountability to
stakeholders, governments, professional associations, employers
and students. As university education has become big business over
the past decade with nearly a doubling of students in higher
education (Ernst & Young, 2012), academics around the world are
forced to legitimize their scholarly activities (Guthrie & Parker,
2014). The academic system that was originally built on the* Corresponding author. Tel.: +44 161 247 3908.
E-mail addresses: h.tuselman@mmu.ac.uk (H. Tu¨selmann),
Rudolf.Sinkovics@manchester.ac.uk (R.R. Sinkovics),
grigory.pishchulov@tu-dortmund.de (G. Pishchulov).
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1090-9516/ 2016 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Inc. This is an open access article unself-regulating principles of intrinsic motivation, scientiﬁc interest
and novelty-seeking curiosity is gravitating towards one that
requires external recognition and accreditation (Binswhanger,
2014). Governments, funding bodies and external stakeholders are
cultivating systems of process monitoring and output control, and
researchers are transparent units of analysis in the face of Google
Scholar, H Index, and impactmetrics andare competing for a shareof
investment resources. A dominant legitimation mechanism in this
context is the number and reputational standingof academic journal
articles, with academic outputs disseminated and traded as
‘‘currency’’ within a knowledge-production economy that entails
progressivelymoremarket-like operations (Paasi, 2005). Academics’
networth isassessedbythequantityandqualityofarticlespublished
in these journals and their scholarly reputation is derived from the
work published, but increasingly and thus perhaps even more
importantly from the journal in which it is published. Naturally,
the rankingofacademic journals is ahighlycontentiousdimensionof
research assessment, and vigorously debated (Mingers & Willmott,
2013; Willmott, 2011). It promotes the standardization of publica-
tion practices around speciﬁc sets of journals that are considered to
carry international reach andquality and these are largely connectedder the CC BY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
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further triggers unintended consequences in the academic system
(Adler&Harzing, 2009) andhas signiﬁcant ramiﬁcationsnot only for
individual scholars, but for the subject areas and institutions as a
whole. Institutional proﬁles and publication performance data are
connectedwith thenotionof ‘academic gift economy’ (Bollen,Vande
Sompel, Hagberg, & Chute, 2009) and sold back to the institutions for
strategic-planning purposes (Hazelkorn, 2011). With limited time
and attention, senior management involved in resource allocation,
relies onproductivityandavailablepublication informationand thus
reinforces a competition between subject-areas, that is akin to the
‘‘Matthew effect in science’’ (Merton, 1968) suggesting that a lot of
attention (resources) are given to only a few (with high citations).
There are a plethora of journal rankings. For business and
management, signiﬁcant lists are offered by Harzing’s Journal
Quality List (JQL) (Harzing, 2015). In somedisciplinary areas, there is
an understanding that the dynamic nature of journal rankings
requires these to be repeatedly updated, reﬁned and published, e.g.,
in ﬁnance (Beattie & Goodacre, 2006; Chen & Huang, 2007; Currie &
Pandher, 2011; Wu, Hao, & Yao, 2009), marketing (Hult, Neese, &
Bashaw, 1997; Hult, Reimann, & Schilke, 2009; Mort, McColl-
Kennedy,Kiel,&Soutar, 2004;Steward&Lewis,2010;Theoharakis&
Hirst, 2002; Theußl, Reutterer, & Hornik, 2014), and innovation and
entrepreneurship (Franke & Schreier, 2008; Linton, 2006; Linton &
Thongpapanl, 2004; Thongpapanl, 2012). However, in International
Business (IB), the interest in updating the ‘‘pecking order’’ seems to
have receded after the publication of DuBois and Reeb (2000), with
most productivity and faculty performance studies assuming a
relatively stable set of publication contenders, i.e., the Journal of
International Business Studies (JIBS), Journal of World Business (JWB),
International Business Review (IBR) and Management International
Review (MIR) (Chan, Fung, & Leung, 2006; Kumar & Kundu, 2004;
Trevin˜o, Mixon, Funk, & Inkpen, 2010). This is quite surprising and
potentially problematic for the discipline, as the domain of IB is
multi-dimensional and complex (Inkpen, 2001) and cannot easily be
conﬁned to just four journals. Furthermore, journal rankings have
arguably heightened the competition, not only between journals,
but also between the disciplinary areas withinwhich academics are
publishing. Yet, there is a paucity of comparative studies that
address the ranking performance and competitive position of the
journals of one subject area, such as IB, vis-a`-vis those of other
relevant business and management subject areas.
The aim of this paper is not to enter the highly delicate and
politically sensitive realm of research assessment, neither is it to
revisit Taylorization discourses regarding journal ranking lists,
such as the Association of Business Schools’ Academic Journal
Guide (ABS [10_TD$DIFF]List), the Financial Times 45 (‘‘FT45’’) [10_TD$DIFF]List or the
University of Texas at Dallas (UTD) [10_TD$DIFF]List (Mingers &Willmott, 2013;
Rowlinson, Harvey, Kelly, & Morris, 2011). Instead, we accept that,
irrespective of inherent problems, lists will persist as indicators of
quality perceptions in their respective communities, and we
respond to the increasing proliferation of journal ranking lists by
offering a refreshed and methodologically advanced perspective.
We consolidate existing reputable journal lists, complement these
with citation data and use the results to shed light on a number of
pertinent issues that provide a justiﬁcation for the ambition to
revisit the standing of IB journals in the competitive landscape.
This is thus an attempt to offer more than yet another journal
ranking. This exercise is of potential merit for the profession and
those active within it, especially young and upcoming scholars
who are facing an environment that puts frequently conﬂicting
demands on them regarding publishing and the multiplicity of
roles in terms of research, research funding, teaching and
engagement (Bazeley, 2003; McKelvey, 2006). As highlighted by
Frey (2009), it is unrealistic to assume (or simply impossible) that
everybody can get published in the select fewworld-elite journals.Understanding the standing of speciﬁc journal outlets within the
broader context of journals fromneighbouring subject areas is thus
of substantive importance. It may provide welcome guidance for
the targeting and dissemination of research outputs in journals
that offer both internal institutional-level legitimation as well as
external recognition.
2. The value of journal rankings
First, academic institutions strive to enhance their research
environment but also put forward speciﬁc sets of expectations and
performance targets for arriving at desired reputational positions.
Examples of ranking systems that frequently inﬂuence strategic
resource decisions and operational priorities include the Academic
Ranking of World Universities (‘‘Shanghai Jiao Tong’’ ranking) on a
global scale (Hazelkorn, 2011), and national perspectives such as
the Research Excellence Framework (REF) in the UK. Directly
connected to institutional aspirations regarding the competitive
positioning are individual publication targets for faculty members.
These in turn are linked to quality and productivity measures that
inﬂuence promotion decisions and thus make or break academic
careers (Seggie & Grifﬁth, 2009). In order to further their careers
and to progress towards promotions, academics are required to
publish in top-tier journals, but with an increasing number of
scholars around the globe competing for similar publication
outlets (see, e.g., Cheetham, 2015) and an increasingly stringent
coverage of journals within Thomson Reuters’ Journal Citation
Reports (JCR), there is a noticeable reduction in journal space, and
the publication race is becoming harder. Hence, there is a real
demand for journal rankings that integrate JCR, but go beyond it, to
cover multiple types of perceptual and objective information.
Second, there is considerable competition between subject-
speciﬁc journals such as those in IB and marketing, ﬁnance, or
general management, for the top ranks. The competitive positions
are determined by editorial policies, citations and the ability to
attract leading scholars to publish their work in the journals. The
competition between subject areas is further determined by
business schools and their deans, who make funding decisions
among speciﬁc subject areas by offsetting the demands of onewith
those of others. Journal rankings play an important role in this,
serving as an ‘‘objective’’ measure of scholarly performance, and
are used to justify resource investment. A substantial amount of IB
research is published in other management and business journals
(Chan et al., 2006; Trevin˜o et al., 2010). Given the multi-
dimensional, multi-disciplinary and complex context within
which IB research takes place (Inkpen, 2001), it seems appropriate
not to recline into a mono-disciplinary space in which only IB
journals are included in given rankings. In contrast to DuBois and
Reeb (2000), who suggest that ‘‘including what are normally
considered non-IB journals in the analysis would dilute and
confuse. . .’’ (p. 691), we advocate conscious competition between
IB journals and other management and business journals.
Attracting high quality and knowledge-advancing submissions
from general and specialist management and business scholars
into IB journals, helps, not only to advance citation metrics and
long-term journal ranking positions, but also the progression of the
ﬁeld by offering career opportunities for scholars within schools,
and thus the sustainability and growth of IB as a subject area.
Third, the pressure around journal publication space has
grabbed the attention of commercial publishing houses, which
are monetizing the rapidly expanding and ﬁnancially lucrative
academic ‘‘gift economy’’ (Bollen et al., 2009). New journals are
created frequently, and the issue cycle of established outlets is
getting shorter to cope with increasing submission rates. A parallel
development, the meteoric rise of open-access publishing models,
combined with the requirements of grant-funding bodies and the
1 Ranking lists WIE 2008, Den 2011, AERES 2012, and FNEG 2013 have been
excluded for the same reasons as indicated in Tu¨selmann et al. (2015, footnote 3).
2 ABS has allocated the Global Strategy Journal (GSJ) to the Strategy subject area.
However, the journal straddles the IB and Strategy areas. On this basis, GSJ has been
assigned dualmembership in this paper, i.e. included in themeta-ranking as both IB
and Strategy journal.
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journals, speciﬁcally from emerging and Asian markets. Against
such forces, the established pecking order of journals in areas such
as IB, and positional advantages that may have been simply a
function of editorial legacy, cannot be taken for granted.
In terms of journal quality rankings, the conventional
approaches are based on either citation data (objective) or
perceptual (subjective) assessment, such as opinion surveys,
conducted within institutions, learned societies or academic
networks. In light of the well-known shortcomings and criticisms
of these approaches (e.g., Baum, 2011; Famet al., 2011; Frey & Rost,
2010; Halkos & Tzeremes, 2011; Morris, Harvey, & Kelly, 2009),
hybrid journal rankings have gained attention. These are intended
to deliver a more balanced view on journal quality by combining
both subjective and objective data (for an overview of selected
hybrid ranking studies, see Tu¨selmann, Sinkovics, and Pishchulov
(2015)). However, they typically have a restricted coverage in
terms of subject areas and ranking sources, and apply simple
aggregation techniques (Fam et al., 2011; Mingers & Harzing,
2007). In recent years, meta-ranking approaches, intended to
overcome the shortcomings of hybrid approaches, have attracted
attention (Benati & Stefani, 2011; Cook, Raviv, & Richardson, 2010;
Franke & Schreier, 2008; Halkos & Tzeremes, 2011; Mingers &
Harzing, 2007; Rainer & Miller, 2005; Steward & Lewis, 2010;
Theußl et al., 2014; Tu¨selmann et al., 2015). These involve a
broader selection of journal rankings in the analysis, and they seek
to deliver a reproducible outcome. Conspicuously, to date, there
are only a few meta-ranking lists and they mostly exhibit several
shortcomings, such as (a) arbitrary choice and datedness of
underlying journal rankings; (b) overreliance on objective rank-
ings; (c) restrictive coverage of the number of journals, subject
areas and underlying rankings; (d) inadequate treatment of
missing data; (e) questionable treatment of ordinal rank data;
and (f) limitations in the aggregation methods used for the rating/
ranking of journals (for an overview of meta-ranking studies and
their shortcomings see Tu¨selmann et al. (2015)).
With this paper, we thus make a call for a meta-ranking that
overcomes the limitations of existing meta-ranking studies, and
that goes beyond the conventional grading of journals, to produce
rankings across the wider business and management discipline.
We adopt an approach that addresses these issues, by combining
the strong features of previous approaches and introducing a
number of methodological innovations. Speciﬁcally, we build on
reputable sources of journal inﬂuence to compose an up-to-date
data set that covers a comprehensive number of journals and a
signiﬁcant number of disciplines, thus addressing the above
deﬁcits (a)–(c). Further, we employ two state-of-the-art methods
of classiﬁcation and multi-criteria performance evaluation for
conducting missing data imputation and aggregating ordinal rank
data. With these methods we address deﬁcits (d)–(f) and
contribute to the practice of journal meta-ranking with a novel
approach which has an advantage of being inherently non-
parametric and involving features previously unused in journal
ranking exercises, in particular fuzzy rank imputation to address
imputation uncertainty, and aggregation of both crisp and fuzzy
ordinal rank data to derive a journal rating on a ratio scale, in a way
that largely removes subjective bias. Using this methodology (for
details, see Section 3 as well as Tu¨selmann et al. (2015)), we offer a
comprehensive analysis of IB journals, both within the IB journal
context and in the wider competitive landscape of general and
specialist business and management journals.
3. Methodology
In order to produce an aggregate rating and ranking of journals,
we employ a novel meta-ranking approach that features a naturalcombination of two state-of-the-art methods of classiﬁcation and
multi-criteria performance evaluation (see the preceding para-
graph for a brief description of its advantages and novel features).
Fig. A1 illustrates the approach used. In what follows, we will
explain the composition of our data set, outline ourmethodological
approach and describe its application in a journal ranking setting.
Themethod is based on Tu¨selmann et al. (2015) and is presented in
a summative and non-technical format. For a comprehensive
treatment, see Tu¨selmann et al. (2015); for full technical details,
see Pishchulov, Tu¨selmann, and Sinkovics (2014).
3.1. Data set and subject area classiﬁcation
The twomain data sources for our data set are the 55th edition of
the JQL repository (Harzing, 2015), which represents a broadly
accepted compilation of academic journal ranking lists from a
worldwide variety of academic and institutional sources, and the
Thomson Reuters’ JCR (Thomson Reuters, 2015). We compose our
data set as follows. Firstly, we include in the data set all 905 journal
titles contained in the JQL, in order to achieve the most
comprehensive coverage of journals. In the next step, we choose
the 10most recent journal ranking lists from the 17 available in the
JQL—as indicated in Table A1.1[9_TD$DIFF] These 10 ranking lists cover a time
span from 2008 to 2015 and represent a selection of sources with a
broad geographical variety. We refer to these ranking lists as target
lists and employ them as a primary data source for producing an up-
to-date ranking of journals with an aggregate view on the journals’
reputations froman internationalperspective. Inaddition to that,we
include the journals’ two-year impact factor scores from the most
recent JCR (see Table A1) as an additional target list—in order to
provide a balanced view on the journals’ reputations based on
subjective judgements as well as objective citation data.
Asnoneof the target listscomprehensivelycovers the full rangeof
journals on the JQL, we introduce a number of additional journal
ranking lists from the JQL that fall outside our time range for the
target lists (European Journal of Information Systems 2007,
University of Queensland 2007) and additional JCR impact factors
(2008–2013) into our data set, to support imputations regarding
missing data.
A crucial issue in any journal ranking exercise is the deﬁnition of
the subject areas and the allocation of journals into cognate
disciplines, which can make a substantial difference for cross-
subject-area comparisons of journals (see, e.g., Adler & Harzing,
2009). Although JQL has such a classiﬁcation system, we adopt the
subject area classiﬁcation as per the target list ABS 2015 (see
Table A2), for the following reason. First, their allocation of journals
to subject areas isbasedonconsultationswith the subject expertson
their advisory panel, and on these experts having consulted widely
with their respective learned societies/scholarly associations and
their peer communities. Second, the ABS 2015 approach offers a
more ﬁne-grained subject area categorization (22 categories)
compared with JQL (16 categories). To the 22 ABS subject areas,
we add Communications, as this area features in JQL but not in ABS
2015.Moreover, onABS2015, IB andArea Studies are combined2, but
for our analysis we separate them into two discrete subject areas.
3.2. Missing data imputation
The target lists only cover a select number of journals—ranging
from 29% to 91% of the entire number. In order to deal with this
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values (for the further details on the approach to completing the
data set, see Tu¨selmann et al. (2015), cf. Mingers and Harzing
(2007), and Benati and Stefani (2011)).
Inparticular,we focuson the classiﬁcationand regression treesand
random forestsmethods because of the versatility and accuracy they
offer (Biau, Devroye, & Lugosi, 2008; Hastie, Tibshirani, & Friedman,
2009; Strobl, Malley, & Tutz, 2009). We adopt these methods to
impute missing data in the target lists, as explained below.
Classiﬁcation and regression trees (CART) represent an estab-
lished non-parametric predictive learning method that can
compete with classical statistical methods in terms of predictive
accuracy, while allowing any mixture of variables in the data set,
being resistant to outliers and irrelevant variables, producing
highly interpretable data models, having a strong emphasis on
possible data missingness in the predictor variables, and being
quick to train (Hastie et al., 2009; Lim, Loh, & Shih, 2000). CART
delivers a data model in the form of a binary tree that captures the
association between the response and the predictor variables in
the data set.
Breiman (2001) has extended CART to a novel random forests
(RF) method that improves the predictive accuracy remarkably. It
is competitive in this regard with the best available methods (Biau
et al., 2008; Hastie et al., 2009; Strobl et al., 2009). The RF method
features ensembles of classiﬁcation or regression trees, which
deliver the prediction of the response variable as a committee,
whereas the ﬁtting of individual trees involves randomization—
which ultimately yields excellent prediction accuracy from the
ensemble. Other advantages of RF include ease of training and its
ability to capture nonlinear associations and complex interactions
between the variables in the data set (Strobl et al., 2009). This
makes RF one of the state-of-the-art predictive learning methods.
In our speciﬁc case, RF imputes the probability with which a
speciﬁc journal, missing an entry in the given list, would have been
assigned to a speciﬁc rank category in that list—for each category,
from highest to lowest. The respective probability can be
interpreted as the imputed degree of membership of this journal
to the given rank in that ranking list. Notably, the RF method has a
built-in mechanism for estimating these probabilities—which we
further reﬁne by means of a calibration procedure (see Bostro¨m,
2008; Pishchulov et al., 2014). As a result, the individual entries in
the target lists from 1 to 10 of our data set now represent either a
crisp ranking (in the case of an existing entry), or a fuzzy ranking (in
the case of a missing entry with imputed rank probabilities) (see
also Zhou, Ma, & Turban, 2001).3
With respect to target list no. 11 (Thomson Reuters, 2015),
journals with an impact factor are ranked and divided into
quintiles, with 1 denoting the top quintile, and 5 the lowest
quintile. Journals that do not carry an impact factor in the most
recent Thomson Reuters’ JCR are assigned a value of 6, i.e., the
lowest rank gradation.4 This ﬁnally completes the data in all target
lists from 1 to 11—which are then subjected to the aggregation
procedure for the purpose of obtaining a journal meta-rating and -
ranking, as explained next.
3.3. Aggregation of target lists to a meta-rating and -ranking
Given that the target lists represent 11 different indicators of
journals’ performance, their aggregation can be regarded as a3 A crisp ranking is a special case of a fuzzy ranking: it attaches the full probability
(100%) to one speciﬁc rank, and zero probability to the others.
4 This approach avoids problemswith the normalization of the impact factor data
(Morris et al., 2009) and leads to crisp rankings of all journals in target list no. 11. For
a full treatment of problems connected with the various normalizationmethods for
impact factor data, see Mingers and Leydesdorff (2015).problem of multi-attribute performance evaluation. Data envelop-
ment analysis (DEA) (Charnes, Cooper, & Rhodes, 1978) is a state-
of-the-art approach to solving such problems, with numerous
applications to date in various areas (Liu, Lu, Lu, & Lin, 2013). In a
typical DEA setup, a number of peer entities (e.g. universities)
consume a number of common inputs (e.g., budgets) to produce a
number of common outputs (e.g., research, teaching, and public
service) (Thanassoulis, Kortelainen, Johnes, & Johnes, 2011). When
evaluating their relative efﬁciency, DEA in particular is intended to
remove the subjective bias that any pre-speciﬁed weights for the
aggregation of inputs and outputs might carry, by allowing each
peer entity to choose these weights endogenously and thus
evaluate its efﬁciency against that of its peers (cf. Cook, Tone, &
Zhu, 2014; Cooper, Seiford, & Tone, 2007). Further, DEA represents
a non-parametric method as it avoids making a priori assumptions
about the association between the variables in the data set (Cooper
et al., 2007). Due to the above advantages, we adopt DEA as the
method for evaluating the aggregate performance of journals in
our data set.
Building on the related research (Llamazares & Pen˜a, 2009), we
employ the following DEA approach. The individual journals in our
data set act as peer entities, while each rank gradation in each of
the 11 target lists represents a speciﬁc output; the amount of that
output delivered by a speciﬁc journal is represented by that
journal’s degree of membership to the respective rank in the given
ranking list (cf. Cook, Doyle, Green, & Kress, 1997).5 A speciﬁc
choice of weights attached to the individual rank gradations in
each ranking list allows us to rate the given journal in terms of its
weighted average output. In the DEA spirit, for each journal, these
rank weights are chosen in such a way that maximizes that
journal’s own rating against those of its peers. We control the
choice of rank weights for the journals so as to respect the ordinal
nature of rank gradations in each ranking list (Cook & Kress, 1990;
Noguchi, Ogawa, & Ishii, 2002) and ensure a convex sequence of
weights (Hashimoto, 1997). We then employ the cross-evaluation
approach of Green, Doyle, and Cook (1996) to derive each journal’s
overall rating score by aggregating its ratings as determined by
itself and its peers. A well-known problem in such a treatment of
ordinal rank gradations lies in setting the discrimination intensity
between any two consecutive rank gradations in terms of their
weights (Cook & Kress, 2002; Green et al., 1996; Wang, Chin, &
Yang, 2007). We resolve this problem by letting the journals
determine the discrimination intensity endogenously via Nash
bargaining (Pishchulov et al., 2014).
Before applying the above DEA approach, we exclude from the
data set those journals that appear in less than 25% of the 11 target
lists, to ensure that the imputations of missing values are based on
a minimal representative number of original rankings. The choice
of this threshold is in line with other, related work (Cook et al.,
2010; Theußl et al., 2014). Our robustness checks also showed that
the results appear to be insensitive to increasing the threshold.
This leaves 819 journals on the list, representing ca. 90% of the
initial number. Using the above-described DEA approach, we then
obtain aggregate ratings of all 819 journals, with their rating scores
ranging from 0.52587 to 1. Listing the rating scores in decreasing
order determines a ranking of these journals, with 767 unique
ranking positions. Table A2 displays a selection of the results.
To summarize, we have presented a novel method for
consolidating journal rankings, which represents a natural
combination of two state-of-the-art non-parametric approaches
to classiﬁcation and multi-attribute performance evaluation. By
the nature of these approaches, our method does not require
assumptions on the associations and interactions between the5 There is a ﬁctitious single input whose amount is equal to unity for all journals
(cf. Lovell & Pastor, 1999).
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as fuzzy rank imputation and rank discrimination via Nash
bargaining. The application of the method to the data from
reputable sources of journal inﬂuence (i.e., the JQL, which collates
multiple journal ranking lists, and Thomson Reuters’ JCR) has
allowed us to obtain an up-to-date rating and ranking of a
comprehensive number of journals and a signiﬁcant number of
disciplines, thus overcoming a number of problems previously
existing in meta-ranking studies (see Section 2 above). Our
extensive cross-validation procedures and robustness checks
ensure the reliability of the results obtained. Section 4 offers a
discussion of these results.
4. Results and discussion
Building on the methodological advancements outlined above,
Table A2 exhibits a selection from the resulting aggregate meta-
ranking of 819 journals. It shows the top 5% of the journals in the
meta-ranking and their respective rank-order, as well as the
highest ranked journal in those subject areas that do not have a
journal in the top 5%. Normalized by the size of the subject area
(i.e., the number of journals in our list), general psychology and
general management journals are over-performing in terms of
featuring in the top 5%, having respectively nearly four times and
over twice as many journals in this category as would have been
expected given the size of those subject areas. At the other end of
the spectrum, 8 of the 24 subject areas do not feature among the
top 5%, including HRM, and management development and
education[4_TD$DIFF]. IB occupies rank 6 among the 24 subject areas in the
top 5%. JIBS occupies rank 28 among the 40 journals within this
category.
We deliberately refrain from the conventional deﬁnition or
attachment of particular journal quality grade categories such as
A*[3_TD$DIFF], A, B, C (Australian Business Deans Council Journal Quality List
‘ABDC 2013’) or 4*, 4, 3, 2, 1 (ABS 2015 [10_TD$DIFF]List). This removes the
subjective and political dimension and allows for an appropriate
application of quality categories at the local institutional level,
with due consideration of the context of institutional aspirations
regarding research performance and vis-a`-vis various other
subject-speciﬁc journal quality lists.
At the level of speciﬁc subject areas, the results of our meta-
ranking shed light on the competitive position of the subject-area
in terms of the rankings of its journals vis-a`-vis those of other
management and business areas. Furthermore, the meta-ranking
can serve as a reference point for reviewing the grades of other
journal lists (e.g., ABS 2015, ABDC 2013, German Academic
Association for Business Research (VHB) 2015; see Table A1).
Plotting the results of this meta-ranking against such journal
grades helps us to pinpoint discrepancies. Gross discrepancies are
useful prompts for revisions and reconciliations of the grades in
future editions of these lists. Relatedly, this meta-ranking may be
useful for further substantiation of quality differences of prestige
journals, which are frequently listed as elite journal lists, such as in
the FT45 journals. A rank-ordering of the FT45 list (and other elite
journal lists, such as the UTD list), as well as the identiﬁcation of
differences between such journals and other highly ranked non-
FT45 journals, will beneﬁt the understanding and acceptance of
such lists.
4.1. Towards a multi-tier IB journal ranking
Table A3 presents the ranking order of journals in the IB
domain. The results raise some questions on the perceived pecking
order of IB journals and on conventional lists of ‘‘top’’, or ‘‘core’’ IB
journals included in IB productivity ranking studies (Chan et al.,
2006; Lahiri & Kumar, 2012; Trevin˜o et al., 2010), with JIBS, JWB,IBR andMIR being regularly included. Interestingly, when we map
ABS 2015 grades onto our ranking results, apart from the case of
the European Journal of International Management (EJIM), our
rankings are in line with the ABS 2015 grades.
As expected, JIBS tops the list, and this meta-ranking exercise
also highlights that, amongst the FT45 elite journal list, JIBS
occupies a middling position, with a rank of 22. JWB is the second-
highest-ranked IB journal in this meta-ranking. Although not
included in the FT45 list, it ranks higher than ﬁve of the FT45
journals and would, based on our ranking exercise, occupy rank
40 among the FT45 journals. Indeed, the solidiﬁcation of JWB’s
position as one of the top two IB journals is reﬂected in recent
upgrades in a number of major lists, such as ABS 2015 and the
ESSEC Business School Paris journal ranking.
Ranks 3 and 4 are occupied by Global Strategy Journal (GSJ) and
Management and Organization Review (MOR), i.e., newer and/or Asia
focused journals rather than then traditional ‘‘core’’ IB journals,
such as International Business Review (IBR) or Management
International Review (MIR), which are placed at rank 5 and 6,
respectively, followed by Journal of International Management (JIM)
and Asia Paciﬁc Journal of Management (APJM) ranked as 7th and
8th, respectively. Yet, there is a clear positional difference between
IB journals in ranks 5 and 8 compared to both ranks 3 and 4, as well
as to IB journals ranked in the lower half of Table A3 (see rating
differentials Table A3). Additionally, there seems to be a rather
crowded space of ranks 5–8 (see rating differentials Table A3). In
fact, the traditional view of what constitutes ‘‘core’’ IB journals
(Chan et al., 2006; Lahiri & Kumar, 2012; Trevin˜o et al., 2010), does
not seem to hold anymore in the dynamic journal landscape. We
may witness a shift towards a multi-tier ‘‘core’’ IB journal
landscape, with JIBS and JWB in the ﬁrst tier and the space below
these two journals becoming increasingly contested.
Relatedly, another aspect of this meta-ranking is that it
supports a more ﬁne-grained analysis of a journal’s standing
among its peers within the broader journal grade category than
othermajor journal lists. Speciﬁcally, it can be used to ascertain the
pecking order of journals within a particular grade category of
other major journal ranking lists, such as ABS 2015, ABDC 2013,
and VHB 2015. Although GSJ, MOR, IBR, MIR, JIM and APJM are all
rated as grade 3 journals in ABS 2015 (see Table A2 for ABS grade
deﬁnitions), the meta-ranking we propose reveals a new pecking
order amongst these journals within this broad ABS grade
category. Arguably, this gradation runs somewhat against the
perceived ‘‘wisdom’’. Yet, it is conceivably a development in the
academic journal landscape that is catching up with the reality of
the economic center of gravity shifting eastwards (Quah, 2011), as
well as ‘‘steep learning curves’’ and ‘‘born global’’ phenomena of
new journals. Since the last major, explicit IB journal ranking
studies produced over 15 years ago (DuBois & Reeb, 2000; Inkpen,
2001), Asian journals and some newer IB journals have been rising
in prominence, have made major inroads and in individual cases
have even moved beyond some of those journals that were
traditionally considered ‘‘core’’ IB journals. This meta-ranking thus
captures some of these dynamics in the IB journal landscape and
the current competitive positions of journals in the IB domain.
One important implication of our ﬁndings is that future studies
on the productivity of publications in IB journals and subsequent
rankings of individual scholars and business schools would beneﬁt
from moving beyond the traditional set of ‘‘core’’ IB journals
included in previous studies (Chan et al., 2006; Lahiri & Kumar,
2012). It appears appropriate to pursue a more differentiated and
multi-tier approach to IB journals, whereby the dynamics in the
discipline are captured and the number of core IB journals
adequately reﬂects the ascent of IB journals with a regional focus
and/or those that are relatively ‘‘young’’. Clearly, this would have
implications regarding the productivity ranking of individual
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institutional support, both material and immaterial, provided to
them, and thus the well-being of IB as a subject area in those
institutions.
4.2. The regional focus of IB journal rankings and the infant-journal
argument
A frequently voiced critique against journal rankings is that
they discriminate against non-US journals, speciﬁcally against
those journal with geographical focus, such as European and Asian
perspectives, as well as against newer journals (Adler & Harzing,
2009; Tourish & Willmott, 2015). While the simplistic and
universalizing application of journal rankings certainly has the
potential to unleash negative effects for academics and subject
areas, our results suggest a less problematic and more differenti-
ated picture. This meta-ranking reveals two favorably ranked IB
journals with an Asian perspective, namely MOR and APJM, which
share certain commonalities. The publishing houses for both
journals are/have been US-based (see Table A3) and they work
with US-based editors. Interestingly, their senior/deputy editors
are afﬁliated with both highly ranked US and Asian universities,
and their editorial boards include a considerable number of high-
proﬁle scholars from Asian institutions. Further, the scope of these
journals explicitly focuses on Asia/Asia Paciﬁc Rim.Moreover, both
journals are aligned with major regional scholarly associations
(APJMwith the Asian Academy of Management, andMORwith the
International Association for Chinese Management Research).
This constellation and editorial setup may explain, at least
amongst IB journals, why Asia-focused journals are becoming
increasingly competitive and even potentially out-performing
several of the ‘‘traditional’’ IB journals. Yet, despite these
commonalities, MOR has made signiﬁcantly more progress than
APJM, by overtaking several traditional IB journals. Notwithstand-
ing this, the rating differential between APJM and some of the
traditional IB journals is relatively small (see Table A3), perhaps
indicating an upward trajectory. Interestingly, however, MOR is a
younger journal than APJM (see Table A3). Relatedly, it is notable
that EJIM, although the second youngest IB journal in Table A3with
a strong regional focus on Eastern and Central Europe, already
occupies a middling position among IB journals.
The infant-journal argument, which is frequently cited as a
problematic issue related to journal rankings, suggests that new
journals do not have the traction and reputation that older journal
competitors enjoy and thus will ﬁnd it difﬁcult to compete for
paper submissions and citations. This undoubtedly opens up
challenges for the dissemination of new scholarly thinking and
debates that do not sit well in the molds of preconceived
disciplinary boundaries. Indeed, although the two top-ranked IB
journals, JIBS and JWB, are long-established journals and the
average age of journals amongst the top eight is 30 years,
compared to 20 years amongst the bottom eight (see Table A3), the
picture is not as clear cut as these ﬁgures suggest. There are a
number of journals in the bottom eight that have existed for over
20 years but have failed to gain traction. Conversely, GSJ and MOR
who are ranked 3rd and 4th, respectively amongst IB journals are
aged 10 years or younger, with GSJ being the youngest journal in
Table A3.
Similar to MOR and APJM, GSJ has a focused scope, but unlike
MOR and APJM the journal does not have a regional but a particular
subject focus, i.e., international strategy. Yet this focus allows it to
straddle both the IB and strategy ﬁelds. Like MOR and APJM it is
aligned to a major scholarly association (Strategic Management
Society) and is a sister journal of Strategic Management Journal
(SMJ). Moreover, a common feature of these favorably ranked new
journals (GSJ, MOR) and/or favorably ranked regionally focusedjournals (MOR, APJM) seems that their editorial set-ups in terms of
size of senior/associate/area/subject/consulting editors, editorial
review boards and overall editorial boards are more in concor-
dancewith the top rated IB journals compared to traditional ‘‘core’’
IB journals below the top in Table A3. Nevertheless, journals in the
lower half of the IB journal rankings operate generally with less
extensive editorial boards compared to those in the upper half (but
with notable exceptions) (see Table A3).
Taken together, the competitive landscape amongst IB journals
has changed considerably over the last few decades. Conventional
perceptions regarding the inﬂuence of geographical focus and
journal age on the standing of journals seem to have blurred, at
least amongst IB journals. JIBS continues to be ﬁrmly established as
the top IB journal. JWB has solidiﬁed its position as the second-
highest-ranked IB journal and is competitive with several other
elite-list journals, such as those in FT45. Arguably, JWB exhibits an
‘‘upwardly mobile’’ trajectory. However, other traditional ‘‘core’’ IB
journals, such as IBR andMIR, have lost some ground and have even
been overtaken and/or are challenged by certain Asia-focused
journals and newer journals. The space below JIBS and JWB seems
to be becoming increasingly contested.
4.3. Competitive performance of IB journals vis-a`-vis other
management and business subject areas
We concentrate our comparative analysis on those subject
areas that are generally included in other studies that deal with the
dissemination of IB research (e.g., Chan et al., 2006; Trevin˜o et al.,
2010). These include mainstream and generalist areas, as well as
larger functional subject areas, and smaller and specialist subject
areas, as listed in Table A4.
Based on ranking position amongst the 819 journals included in
our ﬁnal ranking list, we ascertain as a ﬁrst step the number of
journals in each subject area that fall into the top 5%, top 15%, top
third and bottom third of our meta-ranking. Table A4 shows the
raw data on the total number of journals in each subject area and
the number of journals from each subject area in each category.
Table A5 presents the distribution of the subject areas’ journals
within these categories. The comparative performance of a subject
area’s journals is ascertained by the share of journals within the
given subject area that fall into the ranking category in question,
based on the ranking of all 819 journals in our meta-ranking. If
these were uniformly distributed we would expect that 5% of a
subject area’s journals would be in the top 5%, 15% in the top 15%,
etc., of that subject area’s journals. Deviations from these
distributions would suggest over- or under-performance of a
subject area’s journals. However, the percentage ﬁgures in
Table A5 have to be interpreted with caution and read in
conjunction with the raw data in Table A4, particularly for smaller
subject areas such as IB, Innovation, Entrepreneurship and
Strategy, which have less than 20 journals on our list, i.e.,
16 and 12, respectively (see Table A4). The same numerator with a
slight difference in the denominator between two roughly similar
sized subject areas will produce different percentage ﬁgures but
this difference may have little interpretative power. For example,
IB and Strategy have both 1 journal in the Top 5% category, butwith
IB having 16 journals on our List and Strategy 12 (see Table A4), this
would translate into 6.25% of all IB journals falling into the Top 5%
based on our meta-ranking of 819 journals, compared to 8.33% of
Strategy journals (see Table A5). Because the small absolute
numbers involved, it is not credible to interpret these percentage
ﬁgures to the point. Thus, the subsequent analysis will focus on
substantial deviations from the uniform distribution, and substan-
tial differences between subject areas.
Table A5 shows that IB performs very well in the top 5% of
journals category, with JIBS in this category, and performs near to
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presented by JIBS and JWB. However, IB underperforms in the top
third category, with only JIBS, JWB, GSJ and MOR featuring in that
category. Underperformance is particularly pronounced in the
bottom third category, into which half of all IB journals fall.
However, a somewhat mixed picture emerges in the compara-
tive performance of IB journals vis-a`-vis those from related subject
areas. IB performswell in the top 5% category. The only subject area
that clearly out-performs IB is General Management. However, it
also out-competes all other subject areas in Table A5. IB
performance in the top 15% category is around average, above
Finance, HRM, and Strategy and not dissimilar to Innovation and
Entrepreneurship. Although IB underperforms in the top third
category, it is still somewhat better than HRM and similar with
Innovation, Marketing, and Organization Studies. Although the
underperformance of IB journals is particularly pronounced in the
bottom third category, other subject areas, namely General
Management, HRM, Marketing, and Strategy, also have 50% or
more of their journals in this category. Indeed, HRM andMarketing
are in an even more unfavorable position in the bottom third
journal category than IB.
In terms of the comparative performance of IB journals relative
to other subject areas, it is difﬁcult to reach deﬁnitive conclusions.
Although IB is doing very well in the top 5% journal category (i.e.,
through JIBS) and is reasonably competitive in the top 15% journal
category (i.e., through JIBS and JWB), its performance does worsen
as wemove down the rank categories. A long tail of IB journals falls
into the bottom end category, but such a proﬁle also exists for
several other subject areas. A focused look at the columns and rows
in Table A5, speciﬁcally the top two categories and the bottom
category, reveals that IB performs reasonably well or at least not
substantially differently than some larger and/or smaller func-
tional subject areas, e.g. HRM, Marketing and Strategy. However,
this diagnosis is certainly not a clean bill of health for the discipline
and there may be other inﬂuential factors at play that may shed
more light on this analysis.
Indeed, some subject areas are more mature than others.
Economics, for example, may have more established journals with
more clout and reputation compared to relatively new subject
areas with a greater share of younger journals. This may imply that
the maturity of subject areas, as measured by the age of their
journals, may at least partly explain the comparative performance
of a subject area’s journals in our meta-ranking. Although the
above intra-IB journal analysis suggests that the relationship
between journal age and journal ranking may not be linear, this
also has been looked at in the context of journal age across subject
areas. In comparison with the other comparative subject areas, IB
journals exhibit the lowest median age (see Table A6a), perhaps
not surprising as half of the IB journals are 20 years or younger (see
Table A3). In light of the somewhat mixed picture of journal age
and journal rankingwithin the IB area, a Spearman rank correlation
was run to determine the relationship between journal age and
journal rating for all journals in the subject areas in Table A6a.
There is a weak, positive correlation between journal age and
journal rating (rho = 0.2281, p < 0.0001). This would suggest that
despite the signiﬁcant positive relationship, other subject areas
also exhibit newer journals that have mademajor in-roads, as well
as older journals that remain stuck at the bottom end of the scale.
Table A6b sheds further light on this. In all subject areas in
Table A6a, over three quarters of all journals in the Top 5% are
mature journals, and younger journals do not feature at the very
top of the journal meta-ranking. This situation somewhat softens
in the top 15% and top third categories. However and unexpected,
the majority of journals in the bottom third are not younger
journals but middle-aged journals between 21 and 40 years and
nearly one quarter of journals in this category are older journalsover 40 years old. In short, when looking across all subject areas, a
considerable number of journals failed to get traction in terms of
journal ranking, despite having been in existence for considerable
time. The situation amongst IB journals is somewhat different
when looking at the bottom end (leaving aside the ﬁrst three
categories in Table A6b due to low absolute numbers). Within IB
the percentage of older journals at the bottom end of the ranking is
lower compared to all subject areas together, and a large majority
of IB journals in this category are younger journals. This implies
that older IB journals fare better in terms of ranking compared to
the average of all subject areas and there are quite a few younger IB
journals which have not yet managed to establish themselves
competitively. In terms of prospects of journals and their ranking
mobility this implies that there is more scope in IB to improve at
the bottom end of the ranking scale compared to some other
subject areas which have comparatively more established and
mature journals in the bottom category.
Notwithstanding, as far as the long-termwell-being and growth
of IB as a subject area is concerned, further progress is to be made.
Currently IB is overly reliant on JIBS and JWB in the upper echelons
of journal rankings. IB is doing quitewell in the top 5% category and
is reasonably competitive in the top 15% category. However, IB
requires two more journals in the top third category and a shift of
nearly 40% of the journals out of the bottom third category in order
to support the assessment of average performance and reﬂect the
share of IB journals among the wider management and business-
related areas. In order for IB to out-perform all related subject areas
listed in Tables A4 and A5, it would be necessary for JWB to join JIBS
in the top 5%, twomore journals to progress towards the top 15% of
themeta-ranking, threemore journals tomove to the top third and
to reduce the number journals in the bottom third from currently
eight to three. Such upward moves would improve the overall
‘health’ of the discipline as viewed from a journal ranking
perspective. Viewed in this way, the meta-ranking serves as a
platform for ascertaining the magnitude of the ranking task from a
disciplinary perspective, as well as pinpointing likely candidates
among the IB journals, based on the pecking order in Table A3, for
required upward moves.
5. Conclusion
Journal lists are frequently criticized as ‘‘mindless’’ and an
‘‘inappropriate surrogate for assessing the quality of published
workwithout it having to be read’’ (Tourish &Willmott, 2015). Yet,
within this paper we adopt the perspective that it is unlikely that
journal rankings will become obsolete, given the increasing focus
on productivity, specialization, and managerialism (Bennich-
Bjo¨rkman, 2013; Mingers & Willmott, 2013). Overcoming the
methodological limitations of previous journal rankings by
combining RF and DEA thus enhances discussions around the
productivity and performance of scholarly outputs.
We illustrate the resultant meta-ranking list with speciﬁc
reference to the standing of IB journals. Previouswork on IB journal
rankings is now somewhat outdated and does not fully capture the
dynamism in the domain of IB as well as the relation to the wider
competitive landscape of management and business journals. This
paper reveals a number of important ﬁndings:(a) Considerable changes in the competitive milieu of IB journals
have emerged over the last decade, questioning the previously
conceived wisdom of what constitutes ‘‘core IB’’ journals. This
meta-ranking points to the emergence of an expanded and
multi-tier core IB journal context, reﬂecting inter alia the ascent
of Asia-focused journals. Furthermore, the domain of work that
relates to IB is much more permeable and is also published in
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should not) be conﬁned to only a few journals carrying the label
of IB in their title (see Inkpen, 2001). To this end, this meta-
ranking provides guidance for scholars and informs publication
strategies and target journals, whichmay be particularly useful
for early-career researchers in widening their target journal
choices.(b) Unsurprisingly, JIBS continues to top the list ofﬁrmlyestablished
IB journals.However, JWBhas joined theupper tier of IB journals,
and has solidiﬁed its position as the second-highest-ranked IB
journal as epitomized by its rating score in this analysis. The JWB
position is also reﬂected in other recent upgrades of major
journal ranking lists, and demonstrates competitiveness with
several elite-list journals, such as those in FT45.(c) The space below JIBS and JWB has become increasingly
contested, with major inroads made by Asia-focused journals
and some new journals. The editorial set-ups, a focused scope
(regional or subject-wise) and afﬁliation to major scholarly
associations are common features underpinning the progress
of certain Asia focused and/or newer journals in IB. This may
hold important lessons for other IB journals to improve and/or
to safeguard their positions in the journal ranking competition,
particularly in light of steep learning curves and the ‘‘born
global’’ phenomena of certain newer players in the IB journal
landscape. This development not only shakes up traditional
perceptions of what constitutes core IB journals, but also calls
for an expansion of the list of core IB journals, and possibly
further gradations amongst these.(d) Relatedly, the regional and infant-journal arguments and the
discriminatory effects of the age of journals vis-a`-vis newer
entrants do not hold in a categorical fashion, at least for IB
journals. This ranking study paints a far more nuanced and
differentiated picture.(e) A[(Fig._A1)TD$FIG]mixed picture emerged regarding the performance and
competitive positions of IB journals vis-a`-vis those from related
subject areas. Although IB journals perform verywell in the top
category (represented by JIBS) and reasonablywell in the upper
tier (represented by JIBS and JWB), their comparative perfor-
mance and competitive positions slide signiﬁcantly when we
move down the ranking scales. This is particularly true at the
lower end, where there is a long tail of IB journals. Yet, with the
majority of such journals being relatively young, there seems
more scope in IB to improve at the bottom end of the ranking
scale compared to some other subject areas which have
comparatively more established and mature journals in the
bottom category.(f) FFig. A1. Overview of the methodological approach.inally, the results of this meta-ranking suggest that there is an
opportunity for IB journals that are currently in the middle of
the scale, to improve their competitiveness and thus contribute
to the well-being and growth of IB as a subject area. This
requires the cultivation of healthy and impactful general issues
for these journals, which continue to impress the readership in
terms of the quality of their papers and the novelty and
relevance of their ideas. Furthermore, these journals will
beneﬁt from a deliberate search for good papers (Laband &
Piette, 1994), carefully selected special issues that are
orchestrated around themes that make contributions to real-
world debates and are both rigorous and relevant without
fostering parochialism (Daft & Lewin, 2008).
This study is certainly not a panacea and neither directly
addresses the conceptual problems of metriﬁcation inherent in
ranking studies nor their inappropriateuseand/ormisuse.However,
it provides a considerable methodological advancement compared
to existing journal ranking studies and thus lifts the prevailing
discussions to a more rigorous and informed level. Furthermore, itsheds new light on the standing of IB journals, both within the IB
domain and in relation to the wider competitive landscape of
management and business journals. Journals are platforms for the
dissemination of scholarly work and the competitive position that
these enjoy vis-a`-vis other journals (either in the same subject-area
or above and beyond) demarcates the success of editorial set-ups
andeditorialboards, the strategicpositioningof the journaland their
reputation-enhancing relationship to major scholarly associations.
However, byway of proxy, journal rankings alsohighlight the health
of a particular subject-area, the vibrancy of scholarly discussions in
these areas and the diffusion of these discussions through relevant
communication channels. This is because resource allocation at
university and school level is increasingly driven by key perfor-
mance indicators and metrics such as Google Scholar, H-Index and
impact metrics that are themselves connected to the ranking of
journals. Given this context, this meta-ranking is not yet another
ranking, but a solid basis upon which inter- and intra-subject
discussions regarding outputs can be built.
Given the reproducible nature of our approach, future studies
may track and update these ﬁndings in line with new or
updated journal ranking lists and citation data. This will help to
nurture an understanding of the dynamics amongst journals in the
IB area, as well as in the wider business and management journal
landscape.
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Appendix A
Fig. A1
Tables A1–A5
Tables A6a and A6b
Table A1
Target lists[1_TD$DIFF].
[TD$INLINE]
No. Title Year Abbreviaon
1 Aston 2008 Ast 2008
2 Hautes Études Commerciales de Paris Ranking List 2011 HEC 2011
3 University of Queensland Adjusted ERA Ranking List 2011 UQ 2011
4 Cranﬁeld University School of Management 2012 Cra 2012
5 ERASMUS Research Instute of Management Journal Lisng 2012 EJL 2012
6 Australian Business Deans Council Journal Ranking List 2013 ABDC 2013
7 Centre Naonal de la Recherche Scienﬁque 2014 CNRS 2014
8 Associaon of Business Schools Academic Journal Guide 2015 ABS 2015
9 ESSEC Business School Paris 2015 ESS 2015
10 Associaon of Professors of Business in German-speaking Countries 2015 VHB 2015
11 Impact Factor from the Thomson Reuters’ Journal Citaon Reports 2014 Thomson 
Reuters 2015
[2_TD$DIFF] able A2
Top 5% journals of business, management and related areas.
Journal Fielda Rating Rank Tied Rank
Academy of Management Review General Mgmt, Ethics & CSR 1 1 1
Administrative Science Quarterly General Mgmt, Ethics & CSR 1 1 1
Journal of Finance Finance 1 1 1
Journal of Marketing Marketing 1 1 1
Management Science OR & Management Science 1 1 1
MIS Quarterly Information Management 1 1 1
Journal of Political Economy Economics, Econometr, Stats 0.99918 2 7
Econometrica Economics, Econometr, Stats 0.99873 3 8
Quarterly Journal of Economics Economics, Econometr, Stats 0.99771 4 9
American Economic Review (The) Economics, Econometr, Stats 0.99659 5 10
Psychological Review Psychology (General) 0.98529 6 11
Strategic Management Journal Strategy 0.98276 7 12
Academy of Management Journal General Mgmt, Ethics & CSR 0.98194 8 13
Information Systems Research Information Management 0.98194 8 13
Journal of Accounting & Economics Accounting 0.98194 8 13
Journal of Accounting Research Accounting 0.98194 8 13
Journal of Consumer Research Marketing 0.98194 8 13
Journal of Financial Economics Finance 0.98194 8 13
Organization Science Organization Studies 0.98194 8 13
Review of Financial Studies Finance 0.98194 8 13
Journal of Personality & Social Psychology Psychology (General) 0.98081 9 21
American Journal of Sociology Social Sciences 0.98041 10 22
Journal of Economic Literature Economics, Econometr, Stats 0.97949 11 23
Journal of Applied Psychology Psychology (Organizational) 0.97589 12 24
American Sociological Review Social Sciences 0.96009 13 25
Psychological Bulletin Psychology (General) 0.95324 14 26
Journal of International Business Studies International Business 0.95319 15 27
Journal of Operations Management Operations & Tech Mgmt 0.95319 15 27
Annual Review of Psychology Psychology (General) 0.95296 16 29
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin Psychology (General) 0.95283 17 30
American Political Science Review Public Sector & Health Care 0.94452 18 31
Journal of Experimental Psychology: General Psychology (General) 0.94285 19 32
Accounting Review (The) Accounting 0.94191 20 33
Journal of Economic Perspectives Economics, Econometr, Stats 0.94061 21 34
Review of Economic Studies Economics, Econometr, Stats 0.94011 22 35
Economic Journal Economics, Econometr, Stats 0.9362 23 36
Research Policy Innovation 0.93097 24 37
Journal of Management Studies General Mgmt, Ethics & CSR 0.92451 25 38
Marketing Science Marketing 0.92385 26 39
Annual Review of Sociology Social Sciences 0.91934 27 40
Organization Studies Organization Studies 0.91471 28 41
First-ranked journals within subject areas outside the top 5%
Journal of Common Market Studies Area Studies 0.63511 372 410
Journal of Economic History Business & Economic History 0.77793 99 113
Journal of Communication Communications 0.7268 162 178
Journal of Business Venturing Entrepreneurship & SBM 0.87859 46 60
Human Resource Management (US) HRM & Employment Studies 0.78587 90 104
Academy of Management Learning & Education Mgmt Dev & Education 0.74734 130 145
Environment & Planning A Region, Plan & Environment 0.7601 117 132
Transportation Research Part B: Methodological Sector Studies 0.83843 62 76
a Abbreviations: Economics, Econometr, Stats—Economics, Econometrics, Statistics; Entrepreneurship & SBM—Entrepreneurship and Small BusinessManagement; General
Mgmt, Ethics & CSR—General Management, Ethics and Social Responsibility; HRM & Employment Studies—Human Resource Management and Employment Studies; Mgmt
Dev & Education—Management Development and Education; Operations & Tech Mgmt—Operations and Technology Management; OR & Management Science—Operations
Research and Management Science; Region, Plan & Environment—Regional Studies, Planning and Environment.
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Table A3
Ranking of IB journals within IB subject area.
Rank Journal Rating
differential
to JIBS
ABS
2015
Rank1
Publisher Age
(yrs)
Editor(s)/
Editor-
in-chief
(Deputy
editor(s))
Senior/
Assoc.
editors
(Area/
Regional
editors)
[Consulting
editors]
Advisory
board
(Reviewing
board)
Book
reviewing
editors
(Media/
Outreach
editors)
Total #
editorial3
1 Journal of International Business Studies (JIBS) – 4* Palgrave 45 1 (1) 0 (11) [30] 0 (159) 1 (0) 203
2 Journal of World Business (JWB) 0.18353 4 Elsevier 49 1 (0) 14 (0) [1] 0 (171) 0 (0) 187
3 Global Strategy Journal (GSJ) 0.20868 3 Wiley 4 2 (0) 6 (0) [0] 19 (82) 0 (2) 111
4 Management and Organization Review (MOR) 0.25059 3 Cambridge
Journals2
10 1 (2) 32 (0) [0] 40 (138) 0 (3) 216
5 International Business Review (IBR) 0.30489 3 Elsevier 23 1 (0) 3 (0) [0] 56 (0) 2 (0) 62
6 Management International Review (MIR) 0.30858 3 Springer 54 2 (0) 0 (0) [0] 62 (60) 0 (0) 124
7 Journal of International Management (JIM) 0.31764 3 Elsevier 20 1 (0) 0 (0) [0] 0 (74) 1 (0) 76
8 Asia Paciﬁc Journal of Management (APJM) 0.32489 3 Springer 31 1 (0) 20 (0) [2] 21 (109) 0 (0) 153
9 European Journal of International Management (EJIM) 0.37445 1 InderScience 8 1 (0) 3 (4) [2] 0 (50) 0 (0) 60
10 Asia Paciﬁc Business Review (APBR) 0.37602 2 Taylor &
Francis
20 2 (0) 0 (0) [0] 0 (51) 2 (0) 55
11 Thunderbird IB Review (TIBR) 0.37618 2 Wiley 56 1 (0) 0 (0) [0] 18 (70) 0 (0) 89
12 Critical Perspectives on International Business (CPoIB) 0.38016 2 Emerald 10 1 (0) 6 (0) [0] 0 (40) 1 (0) 48
13 Transnational Corporations 0.38366 2 UNCTAD 23 1 (1) 0 (0) [0] 15 (0) 0 (0) 17
14 Multinational Business Review (MBR) 0.39841 2 Emerald 22 1 (0) 2 (0) [1] 0 (27) 0 (0) 31
15 Journal of Asia Paciﬁc Business (JAPB) 0.40592 1 Taylor &
Francis
15 1 (0) 2 (0) [0] 0 (28) 1 (0) 32
16 Journal of East West Business 0.41272 1 Taylor &
Francis
20 1 (0) 3 (0) [0] 0 (42) 1 (0) 47
Notes: Editorial information taken from publishers journal websites, January 25, 2016
ABS 2015 journal quality rating deﬁnitions: 4* = journals of distinction that are recognized as world-wide exemplars of excellence; 4 = journals publishing the most original
and best-executed research; 3 = journals publishing original andwell-executed papers and that are highly regarded; 2= journals publishing original research at an acceptable
standard; 1= journals publishing research of a recognized, but more modest standard in their ﬁeld.
Published until 2015 by Wiley and since 2015 by Cambridge Journals.
There is considerable heterogeneity regarding the titles associated with editorial and reviewing roles. To the best of our knowledge, all academic roles have been accounted
for and allocated to the four columns above. Corporate roles were not accounted for.
Table A4
Number of journals in the top 5%, top 15%, top third, and bottom third categories, per subject area.
IB journals
in categorya
IB Economics,
Econometrics,
Statistics
Entrepreneurship
& Small Business
Management
General
Mgmt,
Ethics &
CSRb
Finance HRM &
Employment
Studiesc
Innovation Marketing Organization
Studies
Strategy
Total no. of
journals &
% of all
journalsc
16 (1.95%) 166 (20.27%) 12 (1.47%) 36 (4.40%) 58 (7.08%) 32 (3.91%) 16 (1.95%) 55 (6.72%) 20 (2.44%) 12 (1.47%)
Top 5% JIBS 1 8 0 4 3 0 1 3 1 1
Top 15% JIBS, JWB 2 35 2 6 6 2 2 8 5 1
Top 1/3 JIBS, JWB,
GSJ, MOR
4 61 5 15 17 6 4 14 6 5
Bottom 1/3 8 Journals 8 42 3 18 15 18 6 35 8 6
a Abbreviations: JIBS—Journal of International Business Studies; JWB—Journal of World Business; GSJ—Global Strategy Journal; MOR—Management and Organization
Review.
b See Abbreviations in Table A2 for full description of the subject area.
c An entry ‘‘nn (xx%)’’ in the 1st row means that the respective subject area contains nn journals, which comprise xx% of all journals on the list.
Table A5
Distribution of journals within each subject area across ranking categories on basis of meta-ranking of all 819 journals (in %)a[6_TD$DIFF].
IB Economics,
Econometrics,
Statistics
Entrepreneurship
& Small Business
Management
General
Mgmt,
Ethics
& CSRb
Finance HRM &
Employment
Studiesb
Innovation Marketing Organization
Studies
Strategy
Top 5% 6.25 4.82 0.00 11.11 5.17 0.00 6.25 5.45 5.00 8.33
Top 15% 12.50 21.10 16.67 16.67 10.34 6.25 12.50 14.55 25.00 8.33
Top 1/3 25.00 36.75 41.67 41.67 29.31 18.75 25.00 25.45 30.00 41.46
Bottom 1/3 50.00 25.30 25.00 50.00 25.86 56.25 37.50 63.36 40.00 50.00
a If these were uniformly distributed we would expect that 5% of a subject area’s journals fall into the Top 5%, 15% in the Top 15%, etc. Deviations from these distributions
would suggest over- or underperformance of a subject area’s journals.
b See Abbreviations in Table A2 for full description of the subject area.
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Table A6a
Median journal age.
Median age
(years)
International Business 22.0
Economics, Econometrics & Statistics 38.5
Entrepreneurship & Small Business Management 26.5
General Management, Ethics & CSR 33.0
Finance 24.0
HRM & Employment Studies 35.0
Innovation 33.0
Marketing 29.0
Organization Studies 28.0
Strategy 24.0
Table A6b
Age distribution of journals within ranking categories.
Top 5% Top 15% Top 1/3 Bottom 1/3
All 10 subject areas in Tables A4 and A5
20 years 0.0 11.9 15.7 11.4
21–40 years 22.7 26.7 38.1 60.3
>40 years 77.3 61.2 46.3 24.5
International Business
20 years 0.0 0.0 50.0b 62.5
21–40 years 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0
>40 years 100.0a 100.0b 50.0b 12.5
a 1 Journal in category.
b 2 Journals in category.
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